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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is responsive to communications filed on 1 2/1 8/2008. 
Claims 1-7, 24-28 and 44-47 are pending and have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

4. Claims 1-7, 24-28 and 44-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Harvey et al. (PGPUB: US 2002/0059379 A1) in view of Maehiro 
(PGPUB: US 2002/0062348 A1) and Lange et al. (PGPUB: US 2003/0237055 A1). 

With respect to claim 1, Harvey teaches a method for initiating communication in 
real-time between two users in a multi-user communication environment (Harvey: fig. 1), 
the method comprising: 
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providing an invitation generated by a multi-user communication environment to 
a first user in the multi-user environment during an exchange of words between the first 
user and at least one other user (Harvey: page 6, paragraphs 55-57, noted that the 
creator sets text, which includes greetings), the code being transmitted by the first user 
to the at least one other user via a mode outside of the multi-user communication 
environment (Harvey: page 7, paragraphs 64 & 69); 

initiating secure free form communication between the users upon the invitation 
being authenticated in with the multi-user communication environment after the 
invitation is submitted to the multi-user communication environment by the at least one 
other user (Harvey: fig. 3, page 7, paragraph 66 and page 13, paragraphs 127-128, 
noted that the invited user is approved by the central controller and launches the 
application to establish a communication with the community.). 

However, Harvey does not explicitly teach that the invitation comprise of a 
unique code, and a method of exchanging words from a menu of predetermined words 
between the first user and at least one other user. 

In the same field of endeavor, Maehiro teaches that the invitation comprise of a 
unique code (Maehiro: fig. 5, page 1 , paragraphs 1 1 and 14, and page 3, paragraphs 
38-39, noted that the invitation data format includes user ID number.). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate the invitation data format as taught by Maehiro in 
Harvey's invention in order to allow the server to efficiently identify the area of the 
database (Harvey: page 1, paragraph 14). 
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However, the combined method of Harvey-Maehiro does not explicitly teach a 
method of exchanging words from a menu of predetermined words between the first 
user and at least one other user. 

In the same field of endeavor, Lange teaches a method of exchanging words 
from a menu of predetermined words between the first user and at least one other user 
(Lange: page 7, paragraphs 82-84, noted that when the user misspelled the words, a 
selection of a corrected words are display on a menu). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate the method of presenting a predetermined and 
corrected words on a menu to the user as taught by Lange in the combined method of 
Harvey-Maehiro's invention in order to help the user in correcting the misspelling of 
words entered by the user (Lange: page 7, paragraph 82). 

With respect to claim 2, Harvey teaches the method according to claim 1 , 
wherein the invitation is provided by the multi-user communication environment 
(Harvey: fig. 1, and page 7, paragraphs 64-67.). 

However, Harvey does not explicitly teach that the invitation comprise of a unique 

code. 

In the same field of endeavor, Maehiro teaches that the invitation comprise of a 
unique code (Maehiro: fig. 5, page 1, paragraphs 11 and 14, and page 3, paragraphs 
38-39, noted that the invitation data format includes user ID number.). 

With respect to claim 3, Harvey teaches the method according to claim 2, 
wherein the multi-user communication environment is an online multiplayer gaming 
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environment (Harvey: fig. 6, page 4, paragraph 39 and page 12, paragraphs 121-123, 
gaming environment.). 

With respect to claim 4, Harvey teaches the method according to claim 1 , 
wherein the invitation is transmitted by the first user through at least one of an email 
program, a telephone conversation, a handwritten note, a chat room program, direct 
communication, a instant message program, and a facsimile (Harvey: page 7, 
paragraph 64.). 

With respect to claim 5, Harvey teaches the method according to claim 1 , 
wherein the first user initiates real-time and secure communication with the at least one 
other user after the code is authenticated in the multi-user communication environment 
(Harvey: page 7, paragraph 66 and page 13, paragraphs 127-128). 

With respect to claim 6, Harvey teaches the method according to claim 1 , 
wherein the code comprises a sequence of symbols (Harvey: fig. 3, page 7, paragraphs 
64-66 and page 13, paragraph 127, noted the invitation message.). 

With respect to claim 7, Harvey teaches all of the claimed limitations, except that 
he does not explicitly teach that the code comprises a sequence of alpha-numeric 
symbols. 

In the same field of endeavor, Maehiro teaches that the invitation comprise of a 
unique code (Maehiro: fig. 5, page 1, paragraphs 11 and 14, and page 3, paragraphs 
38-39, noted that the invitation data format includes user ID number.). 
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In regard to claims 24-26, the limitations of these claims are substantially the 
same as those in claims 1 , 3 and 6. Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claims 1 , 
3 and 6 is used to reject claims 24-26. By this rationale claims 24-26 are rejected. 

With respect to claim 27, Harvey teaches the computer readable media 
according to claim 24, wherein the invitation is provided in response to a request by the 
first one of the two users (Harvey: fig. 3, page 7, paragraphs 64-66 and page 13, 
paragraph 127). 

With respect to claim 28, Harvey teaches the computer readable media 
according to claim 24, wherein the unique code is valid for a limited period of time 
(Harvey: fig. 5, page 11, paragraphs 112-113). 

In regard to claim 44, the limitations of this claim are substantially the same as 
those in claim 1 . Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claim 1 is used to reject 
claim 44. By this rationale claim 44 is rejected. 

With respect to claim 45, the combined method of Harvey-Maehiro teaches all of 
claimed limitations except that they do not explicitly teach a method of including a 
predetermined set of word in the menu of predetermined words. 

In the same field of endeavor, Lange teaches a method of including a 
predetermined set of word in the menu of predetermined words (Lange: fig. 6, and page 
7, paragraphs 82-84). Same motivation used in claim 1 applies equally as well to claim 
45. 
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In regard to claims 46-47, the limitations of these claims are substantially the 
same as those in claims 27-28. Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claims 27-28 
is used to reject claims 46-47. By this rationale claims 46-47 are rejected. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed on 12/18/2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

6. After carefully reviewing the Applicant's remarks, the following is a list of 
Applicant's main concerns on the previous Office Action: 

a. On page 5 paragraph 4 of Applicant's remark. Applicant argues that "First, 
Harvey does not disclose or suggest an environment in which users 
communicate by an exchange of words selected from a menu of predetermined 
words. Further, the cited references do not suggest 1) providing a unique code 
generated bv a multi-user communication environment to a first user in the multi- 
user environment 2) during an exchange of words from a menu of predetermined 
words as is claimed . Further, there is no suggestion in Harvey or Maehiro that 
such a unique code is 3) transmitted by the first user to the at least one other 
user via a mode outside of the multi-user communication environment, and then 
4) initiating secure free form communication between the users upon the unique 
code being authenticated in the multi-user communication environment 5) after 
the unique code is submitted to the multi-user communication environment bv the 



Application/Control Number: 10/677,958 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2445 

at least one other user . These limitations are simply not disclosed in these 
references." 

b. On page 6 paragraph 1 of Applicant's remark, Applicant argues that 
"Lange has been added to supposedly teach such a communication via menus of 
words between a first and at least one other user. Lange, however, does not 
teach communication between two users at all. Lange simply teaches a spelling 
check program that recognizes misspelled words and presents to a SINGLE user 
suggestions for replacement of the misspelled word in a text. It is respectfully 
submitted that none of these references teach communication between two users 
as is claimed. Thus the examiner has NOT set forth a prima facie case of 
obviousness as is required for the rejection to stand. The rejection should be 
withdrawn." 

7. With regard to argument a, the examiner disagrees. It appears that Applicant is 
misinterpreting the previous Office Action, wherein the Office Action states that the 
claims are rejected under 35 USC 103 in combination with three references, Harvey et 
al., Maehiro and Lange et al. The primary reference Harvey is relied upon to teach "an 
environment in which users communicate by an exchange of words between the first 
user and at least one other user (Harvey: page 6, paragraphs 55-57, noted that the 
creator sets text, which includes greetings)". However, Ha/vey fails to teach a method of 
exchanging words from a menu of predetermined words between the first user and at 
least one other user. Therefore, the secondary reference Lange et al. was introduced to 
remedy the deficiency for such limitation. Wherein the secondary reference Lange etal. 
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teaches user's selection of corrected words from a displayed menu for communication 
(Lange: fig. 6, page 7, paragraphs 82-84). In addition, the combination o1 Harvey-Lange 
also teaches "1) providing an invitation generated by a multi-user communication 
environment to a first user in the multi-user environment 2) during an exchange of 
words from a menu of predetermined words, and that such an invitation is 3) transmitted 
by the first user to the at least one other user via a mode outside of the multi-user 
communication environment, and then 4) initiating secure free form communication 
between the users upon the invitation being authenticated in the multi-user 
communication environment 5) after the invitation is submitted to the multi-user 
communication environment by the at least one other user." (Harvey: page 6 
paragraphs 55-57, page 7 paragraphs 64 & 69, and page 13 paragraphs 127-128). 
However, the combination of Harvey-Lange fails to teach that the invitation comprise of 
a unique code. Therefore, the secondary reference Maehiro was introduced to remedy 
the deficiency for such limitation. Wherein the secondary reference Maehiro teaches 
including user ID number in an invitation data to another user (Maehiro: fig. 5, page 1 , 
paragraphs 1 1 and 14, and page 3, paragraphs 38-39). It is noted that the examiner 
interprets the limitation "unique code" as "user ID number" in Maehiro. 
8. With regard to argument b, the examiner disagrees. As it is made clear from the 
above response to argument a. The combined method of Harvey-Maehiro teaches all of 
the claimed limitations, except that they fail to teach a method of exchanging words 
from a menu of predetermined words between the first user and at least one other user. 
Therefore, the secondary reference Lange et al. was introduced to remedy the 
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deficiency for such limitation. Wherein the secondary reference Lange et al. teaches 
user's selection of corrected words from a displayed menu for communication (Lange: 
fig. 6, page 7, paragraphs 82-84). 

9. Applicant has had an opportunity to amend the claimed subject matter, and has 
failed to modify the claim language to distinguish over the prior art of record by clarifying 
or substantially narrowing the claim language. Thus, Applicant apparently intends that a 
broad interpretation be given to the claims and the Examiner has adopted such in the 
present and previous Office action rejections. See In re Prater and Wei, 162 USPQ 541 
(CCPA 1 969), and MPEP 2111. 

10. Applicant employs broad language, which includes the use of word, and phrases, 
which have broad meanings in the art. In addition. Applicant has not argued any 
narrower interpretation of the claim language, nor amended the claims significantly 
enough to construe a narrower meaning to the limitations. As the claims breadth allows 
multiple interpretations and meanings, which are broader than Applicant's disclosure, 
the Examiner is forced to interpret the claim limitations as broadly and reasonably s 
possible, in determining patentability of the disclosed invention. Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into 
the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir.1993). 

1 1 . Failure for Applicant to significantly narrow definition/scope of the claims and 
supply arguments commensurate in scope with the claims implies the Applicant intends 
broad interpretation be given to the claims. The Examiner has interpreted the claims 
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with scope parallel to the Applicant in the response, and reiterates the need for the 
Applicant to more clearly and distinctly defines the claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

12. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth In 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LIN LIU whose telephone number is (571 )270-1447. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30am - 5:00pm, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton B. Burgess can be reached on (571 )-272-3949. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Lin Liu/ /Patrice Winder/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2445 Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2445 



